
O&o We 4, 1929. 

My deaz Br. Anderson, 

phe AV~EQI vhos~h~~ti.? cave the s5tlqe reaction as tI~?e ~WWI phosphfttid after 
twelves doses out not +~~uita AS massive. me 1esZons 

were in part in the form of tuberole-l&e doilies, more in the diffuse 
r8a&ion of e~ithefioid cells. The e$thslioid cell was Wz predominatip; 
reaction :md there Were lnrge numbers of the ty@al epithalioid OP 
Langhas &mt ctms. 

on the other Md gave a reaction mu& more like 
that from the gQ~er%de s tha4 like Fatty acid I front 

tha hwnnn ph ;F;ph?,tiid A-3. In one animl t&me R 922 there was a aonriderh 
irritation of the seroaal lining cells +and 9 few lemzoeytes free in th6 
tismes. Rpithelioid cells cere present in small xtvnbers rutd the 
more striking thirq was tie presence of lnrg-e numbers of foreign body 
giant cells. fn the second ,animal R 923, both h?vinc received 12 
intra.;~eritoneal injections of 20 m&n in 0.5 co rmjol, there were maq~ 
more spithelioid uslls but all of them scattered; ROW iR the fOn3 Of 
tuberoles. Again the most ctrikin-; feaotion ~:%a of foreign boc& &ant 
cells. This is interesting sfnoe it was the rmction of the 
Fatty acid XV from the glymrizfe5 +&lich was relatively lees optically 
aotiva. 3e do not, know at all tha reason for the formation of the 
foreign body &ant cells in these reactions .Cq&t they WE: not the 
fa eq-mcialljr characteristic of tuberculous 1esLtons. 

The sections of the bovi >CJ material have not yet been finished 
but I fxad them stexted the moment that your letter oame and they will 
be ready Monday or RuQ3sd.a.y at the latest. .‘(B hq~ve learned not to 
analyze our data until we get the sections too for sometimes there am 
thiqp in *Aem t&t we misses in the fresh. I will st@y them and 
send you the report Tuesday or vednscsday of next week; will %hat be fn 
tims. 

We too are and we shall s,ay tbb sane as you if we ever 
get thr I&. 

Cordially yours* 


